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Address of Proposal: 309 NW 41* Street

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Madter use permit for future condruction of a4 story residential/commercid building with 3 live work
units at Street level and 43 apartment units. Parking to be provided on two levels of below grade garage
for 61 vehicles*

The following approvas are required:
SEPA - Environmenta Determination - Chapter 25.05, Seattle Municipal Code (SMC)
Design Review, Chapter 23.41, Seattle Municipal Code (SVIC) Development Standard
Departures from the Land Use Code are requested as follows:
1. Quantity of open space (SMC 23.47.024)
2. Resdentid lot coverage (SMC 23.47.008D)
3. Non-resdentid facade requirements (SMC 23.47.008B)

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X]DNS [ ]MDNS [ ]EIS

[X] DNSwith conditions

[ 1T DNSinvolving non-exempt grading, or demoalition, or
involving another agency with jurisdiction.
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* Project originally noticed as Master use permit for future construction of a4 story residential/commercial building with 3 live
work units at street level and 39 apartment units. Parking to be provided on two levels of below grade garage for 53 vehicles.

BACKGROUND DATA

Ste and Vicinity

The subject site islocated mid-block on NW 41% Street between Leary Way NW and 3¢ Avenue NW
at 309 NW 41% Street. NW 41% Street is one block long at thislocation.  The site is arguably located
in“Fredlard” area between the Fremont and Balard neighborhoods. The steisjust outsde of the
Bdlard- Interbay- Northend Manufacturing/Industria Center (BINMIC) area boundary which isat NW
Leary Way NW.

The gteis 14,411 square feet in areaand is developed with a single family house on one parce and a
storage/parking/warehouse building on another parcd. The zoning on the south side of NW 41% Street
including the subject Ste is Commercia 1 with a40 foot height limit. Property to the west of the Steis
developed with acommercid building “Active Space” which provides office/studio/storage space to
individua people and smal businesses. Property to the east is developed with a 2-story apartment.
Properties to the north, across NW 41% are zoned Lowrise 1 and developed with single family housing.
Property to the south is zoned Industrial Buffer and developed with a divergity of commercid/indudtrid
USES.

The topography of the site dopes from the northeast corner to the southwest corner. There are severd
meature douglas fir treesin the rear yard of the Sngle family home.

Project Description

The proposed project consists of 43 market rate for sale units and 3 live-work units. Parking for 61
vehicles will be provided in two levels of below grade parking garage accessed from NW 41% Street.

The proposed configuration of the live-work units consst of aground level space which isto be used
for both the living and work function and includes a kitchen and bathroom; aloft space includes
bedroom space and a bathroom. Access to the units will be from the street through an outdoor patio
and vialeved 1 & the back of the units. All three live-work units will have 17 foot high cellings and 12
foot deep patios directly off the street. The ground floor includes an area to be used for commercid
purposes, and a kitchen and bathroom which islikely to be used for both living and work function. The
average ground level areais 564 square feet.

The project proposes 6,147 square feet of open space spread among aroof deck, plazaleve, patios
and balconies. Theroof deck is proposed to provide 2,495 square feet; the plaza on top of the parking
garage plinth, the live/work patios, and the side patios combined are proposed to provide 2,736 square
feet; and decks on levels 2 through 4 are proposed to provide 916 square feet. The design features
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severd unitsthat will be able to access the open spaces vialarge 9 foot high roll up doors instead of
typica diders. Additiondly, a 600 square foot common amenity room on level 1 that opensup viaaroll
up door to the plazais proposed. Thisroom is envisoned as a common work or party space.

The primary finish materids consst of vertical metd siding and fiber cement panels. The colors and
materias on the north evation (NW 41% Street) are proposed to be brown vertical metad siding with
dlver, red and green fiber cement pand's and accented by grey metal deck railings and natural concrete.
Windows are proposed to be vinyl except the live-work unitswill be auminum.

Public Comment

Public notice was provided for an Early Design Guidance (EDG) Design Review meseting that was held
by the Design Review Board on February 23, 2004. Four members of the public attended the EDG
meeting. They shared ideas about providing some expression reminiscent of the Douglas fir trees that
are to be removed with the development. Perhaps using some columns made from Douglas fir trees
would befitting. They confirmed that many artigts live in the neighborhood, and fdlt this should be
incorporated somehow in the development

Further notice and public comment opportunity was provided as required with the Master Use Permit
gpplication. Eight written comments were received during the Master Use Permit comment period that
ended on April 28, 2004. One comment letter formatted as a petition was Sgned by 34 people and
expressed concerns about traffic impacts from the project as well as existing traffic on NW 41% Street.
Concerns expressed in the other comment lettersincluded; scale of the building, traffic, safety, security,
qudlity of life, light and glare and commercid intrusoninto the neighborhood. Additiondly, many people
asked that the project participate in the Design Review process, the project did participate in the Design
Review process. Most of the concerns expressed and impacts identified are citywide issues attributable
to the genera growth and dendfication of the city and are not attributable to this specific project;
therefore, cannot be mitigated under limited SEPA authority. Some of these issues are discussed under
the SEPA andlyssin this document.

Public notice was provided for a Recommendation Design Review meeting thet was held by the Design
Review Board on August 9, 2004. Two members of the public attended the final recommendation
meeting. A member of the public asked the architect and developer to use reclaimed wood columns
from the douglasfir trees that are to be removed from the site. They presented some photos of a
canopy structure using reclaimed wood to demonstrate how thiswould look. Another member of the
public was concerned about the lack of parking. Design related comments expressed concern that the
tree locations depicted on the landscaped plans would provide too much shade in the open space and
not enough light and air thet is desired in the Pacific Northwest. Another concerned expressed was that
the unit layout within the structure created some internd units with little light and air.
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ANALYSIS- DESIGN REVIEW

Ealy Desgn Guidance

PRIORITIES

The Design Review Board members provided the Siting and design guidance described below
after vigting the Ste, considering the andysis of the Site and context provided by the proponents
and hearing public comment. The Design Guidelines of highest priority to this project are
identified by letter and number below. The Design Review program and City-wide Guiddines
are described in more detall in the City of Sesttle's“Design Review: Guiddinesfor Multifamily
and Commercid Buildings'.

A. SitePlanning

A-2  Streetscape Compatibility
The siting of buildings should acknowledge and reinfor ce the existing desirable
gpatial characterigtics of theright-of-way.

The project diteis across the street from existing single family homes. The homes are setback
from the street typical of resdentia development and will be required to continue asmilar
setback if redeveloped in conformance with the Lowrise 1 zoning. In an effort to be compatible
with the other side of the block, the Board fedls that the structure should be setback or step
backed from the front property line in that alarge mass creeting a high street wall would not be
appropriate at thislocation.

A-3  EntrancesVisible from the Street
Entries should be clearly identifiable and visible from the street.

The building should provide commercia entries and aresdentid entry. Also, there was
discusson of cregting some variation of live-work units on the sireet front (not necessarily live-
work meeting the Code definition) in lieu of providing al the commercid space. The Board
suggested that if live-work units were proposed that the units should have definable entrances
from the street.  The Board wants attention devoted to making al the proposed entries clearly
identifiable and visble.

A-4  Human Activity
New development should be sited and designed to encour age human activity on the
Street.

If live work spaces are created then the Board wants to ensure that the spaces still encourage
human activity, interest and provide trangparent window; and do not result in dosed off living
gpace a the street.  There was discussion of creating open spaces, stoops, or outdoor artist
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work spaces between the building and the street in an effort to activate the street front, provide
pedestrian interest and socid interaction. There was discussion of creating narrow 2 story
gtorefronts with work space at the street and living spacein aloft above. The Board idedlly
envisoned the sethack area as usable open space for the particular units, but also welcoming
from the sdewak. Additionaly, the commercia space should be designed and sited to
encourage humean activity.

A-5 Respect for Adjacent Sites
Buildings should respect adjacent properties by being located on their sitesto minimize
disruption of the privacy and outdoor activities of residentsin adjacent buildings.

See A-2, A-3 and A-4.

A-6  Transtion Between Residence and Street
For residential projects, the space between the building and the sidewalk should
provide security and privacy for resdentsand encourage social interaction among
residents and neighbors.

See A-2, A-3and A-4.

A-7 Resdential Open Space
Residential projects should be sited to maximize opportunitiesfor creating usable,
attractive, well-integrated open space.

It is particularly importart if a departure is sought for open space that the spaces be well
designed, well sited and usable. Idedlly, the Board would like usable open space provided at dl
three areas, at the plazalterrace level on the southwest corner, between the street and building
and on the roof decks. The plazalterrace should not be co-mingled with parking.

A-8 Parkingand Vehicle Access
Siting should minimize theimpact of automobile parking and driveways on the
pedestrian environment, adjacent properties and pedestrian safety.

The Board was satisfied with the proposed driveway |ocation on the west Sde of the sSite. They
would prefer not to have any above grade or surface parking.

B-1 Height, Bulk and Scale Compaitibility.
Projects should be compatible with the scale of development anticipated by the
applicable Land Use Policiesfor the surrounding area and should be sited and
designed to provide a sensitive transition to near-by, less-intensive zones. Projectson
zone edges should be developed in a manner that creates a step in perceived height,
bulk and scale between the anticipated development potential of the adjacent zones.

The project dteis across the street from existing single family homes. The homes are setback
from the street typica of resdentia development and will be required to continue asmilar
setback if redeveloped in conformance with the Lowrise 1 zoning. In an effort to be compatible
with the other sde of the block, the Board fedls that the structure should be setback or step
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backed from the front property linein that alarge mass cregting a high street wall would not be
appropriate at thislocation. Also, see A-3 and A-4.

C-1  Architectural Context.
New buildings proposed for existing neighbor hoods with a well-defined and desirable
character should be compatible with or complement the ar chitectural character and
sting pattern of neighboring buildings.

C-2  Architectural Concept and Consistency.
Building design elements, details and massing should create a well-proportioned and
unified building form and exhibit an overall architectural concept.

The Board recognized that this neighborhood exhibits alot of industria character, and is an appropriate
context for this development.  Expressing thisin the roof form by creating a saw tooth roof with
monitors or clerestories would be appropriate, and expressing the industrid character through use of
meateriasis appropriate.

C-4  Exterior Finish materials.
Building exteriors should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that
are attractive even when viewed up close. Materialsthat havetexture, pattern, or
lend themselvesto a high quality of detailing are encour aged.

Expressing the industrid character through use of materidsis gppropriate. Typica resdentid details
would not be in keeping with the industrid character.

C-5 Structured Parking Entrances

The presence and appear ance of gar age entrances should be minimized so that they do
not dominate the street frontage of a building.

Minimize the gppearance of the parking access in kegping with this quiet residential street.

D. Pedestrian Environment

D-1 Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances.
Convenient and attractive access to the building’ s entry should be provided. To
ensure comfort and security, paths and entry areas should be sufficiently lighted and
entry areas should be protected from the weather. Opportunity for creating lively,
pedestrian-oriented open space should be considered.

See A-3, A-4

D-2 Blank Walls
Buildings should avoid lar ge blank walls facing the street, especially near sidewalks.

Where blank walls are unavoidable, they should receive design treatment to increase
pedestrian comfort and interest

The east Sdewadll of the development will be very visble until the adjacent property is developed. The
Board asked the Architect to explore and include inexpensive temporary methods to address this blank
wall.

D-6  Screening of Dumpsters, Utilitiesand Service Areas.
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Building sites should locate service elementslike trash dumpsters, loading docksand
mechanical equipment away from the street front where possible. When elements such
asdumpsters, utility meters, mechanical units and service areas cannot be located
away from the street front, they should be situated and screened from view and should
not be located in the pedestrian right-of-way.

Retain dumpsters and service areas in the parking garage as proposed.
E. L andscaping

E-2 Landscaping to Enhance the Building and/ or Site.
L andscaping, including living plant material, special pavements, trellises, screen walls,
planters, site furniture and similar features should be appropriately incorporated into
the design to enhance the project.

See A-4 and A-7. The Board envisons the area between the street and the building to be a
specid feature that enhances the building. The design should include a plaza or terrace areato
provide an opportunity to create specia place for the resdents. The Board discussed “back
yard” space for artists or resdents at the plaza, but this gpproach may not provide awe coming
amaosphere for dl the resdents.

Design Review Board Fina Recommendations

The applicant applied for the MUP (Master Use Permit) on March 25, 2004. After initid DPD zoning
and SEPA review, the Design Review Board was reconvened on August 9, 2004 to review the project
design and provide recommendations. The three Design Review Board members present considered
the Ste and context, the previoudy identified desgn guiddine priorities, and reviewed the drawings
presented by the gpplicant.

The Board focused their attention on the project entries (A-3), human activity (A-4), open space (A-7),
the architectural concept (C-2) and the finish materiads (C-4). The Board liked the industrid style of the
design and was pleased with the fenestration and modulation. The Board concluded that the architect
responded well to the Board' s guidance and unanimoudy recommended conditiond gpprova of the
project.

They were pleased with the color and materids presented; athough the green shade shown in line with
live-work unit 2 received mixed reviews. They hoped that the entire project could include meta
windows ingteed of the vinyl proposed. The architect indicated that the resdentid unitswould be vinyl
windows. The Board recommended that the live-work units provide auminum windows throughout
even onthe 2" leve (C-2 and C-4).

The Board discussed potentid ideas about using the reclaimed wood in the landscaping or in an interior
gpace; however, they didn't fed exterior wood columns was appropriate.

The Board discussed the quality of the roof top deck and recommended conditions that would improve
the qudity of the spacein association with the requested open space departure. Larger treeswould
improve the quaity of the spaces and better break up the space into rooms. The Board recommended
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acondition to provide 2 inch caiper trees throughout the roof deck or to provide two- 4 inch caliper
specimen type trees together with the code required 1 %2 caliper trees (A-7)

During EDG, the Board was particularly concerned about the live-work unitsin thet they redlly wanted
active spaces, and wanted open space in front of the units to be spaces that could function as active
artist space and engage pedestrians and passersby. The architect responded to this guidance; however,
the Board recommended condiitions to improve the vishility of the live-work entries aswell asthemain
entry (A-3, A-4)

Departure from Development Standards

The applicant requested departures from the following Land Use Code development standards:

Requirement Proposed Board Recommendations

SMC 23.47.024 | 6,147 S. F. (16%) The Board recommended conditional approval
Open Space for dating that the qudity of the open space would
resdentia gross better meet the guidance versus a code compliant
floor areg, 7,573 amount that was of aless qudity. The Board
S.F. (20% of wants larger trees than what the code requires.
37,863 SF)

SMC 23.47.008D | 68% The Board recommended approva in thet this
Resdentid Lot was aminor amount of departure. The Board
Coverage above was pleased with the massing, modulation and
13 feet shdl be fenedtration of the project.

limited to 64% of

lot area

SMC 23.47.008B | NW 41% Street-70% The Board recommended approval in that the
Non-resdentid of thefacadeis live-work units are well designed and will provide
facade at Street comprised of the for pededtrian interest. The Board recognized
level must comprise | live-work units (non- that this location would not be ided for small
80% of thefacade | resdentid) retall. The 17 foot celling height, exterior patios
and megt minimum and largeroll up doorswill hopefully provide
dimensons potentid to enliven the sdewalk.
Non-resdentid Interior depth is 27

depth must provide | feet 10 inches.

aminimum depth of | Exterior depth is 13

30 feet fedt.

Non-resdentid About 20% or 7 feet

facade mugt isat or above grade.

provideaminimum | 80% of facadeis

of 51% (37 feet) of | below gradeto a

the non-resdentia | maximum of 3 fedt.

facade at or above

grade
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Recommended Conditions

1. Toimprovethe qudity of open space, the roof deck open space shall provide at least 2 inch
caliper treesfor al the trees proposed (8 trees) or provide at least two-4 inch cdiper specimen
typetreesand 1 Y2 caliper.

2. To better reinforce the entries, the main pedestrian entrance and the live-work entries must be
improved by ddlineating the entries with a differently textured and colored paving materid.
Explore improving vishility and grander of the main entrance by  using paving, landscaping or
canopy.

3. Toimprove the architectural concept and finish materids, dl the live-work unit windows should
be duminum. Thisindudesthe 2" levd of the live-work units.

Director’'s Analyss

The Director concurs with the Design Review Board' s determination to gpprove the proposed design
with the above conditions. The Design Review Board' s recommendation does not conflict with
goplicable regulatory requirements and law, iswithin the authority of the Board and is consstent with the
design review guiddines.

DECISION - DESIGN REVIEW

The proposed design isCONDITIONALLY APPROVED.

CONDITIONS

Design Review conditions are listed at the end of this report.

ANALYSIS- SEPA

Theinitid disclosure of the potentia impacts from this project was made in the environmenta checklist
submitted by the applicant dated March 25, 2004 and annotated by the Department. The information in
the checklist, supplementd information provided by the gpplicant, project plans, and the experience of
the lead agency with review of smilar projects form the basis for this analysis and decision.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 23.05.665) discusses the relationship between the City’s
code/policies and environmentd review. The Overview Policy gates, in part, “Where City regulations
have been adopted to address an environmenta impact; it shall be presumed that such regulations are
adequate to achieve sufficient mitigation subject to some limitation”. The Overview Policy inSMC
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23.05.665 D1-7, states thet in limited circumstances it may be appropriate to deny or mitigate a project
based on adverse environmental impacts.

The policies for gpecific dements of the environment (SMC 25.05.675) describe the relationship with
the Overview Policy and indicate when the Overview Policy is gpplicable. Not al eements of the
environment are subject to the Overview Policy (e.g., Traffic and Trangportation, Plants and Animals
and Shadows on Open Spaces). A detailed discussion of some of the specific dements of the
environment and potentia impacts is appropriate.

Short-term Impacts

The following temporary or congtruction-related impacts are expected; decreased air quality due to
suspended particulates from demalition and building activities and hydrocarbon emissons from
construction vehicles and equipment; increased dust caused by drying mud tracked onto streets during
congruction activities; increased traffic and demand for parking from construction equipment and
personnel; increased noise; and consumption of renewable and non-renewabl e resources.

Severa adopted codes and/or ordinances provide mitigation for some of the identified impacts. The
Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code regulates Site excavation for foundation purposes and
requires that soil eroson control techniques be initiated for the duration of construction. Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) regulations require control of fugitive dust to protect air qudity. The
Building Code provides for congtruction measuresin generd. Findly, the Noise Ordinance regulates the
time and amount of congtruction noise thet is permitted in the City.

Most short-term impacts are expected to be minor. Compliance with the above applicable codes and
ordinances will reduce or eiminate most adverse short-term impacts to the environment. However,
impacts associated with air quaity and noise warrant further discussion.

Air Quality

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) regulations require control of fugitive dust to protect air
quality and will require permits for remova of asbestos or other hazardous substances during
demoalition The applicant will likely perform an environmental Site assessment to identify al hazardous
materias requiring abatement, and is required to obtain permits from PSCAA to ensure proper handling
and disposal these materials. The permit standards and regulations administered by PSCAA will
sufficiently mitigate any adverse impactsto air qudity; therefore no further mitigation is recommended
pursuant to SEPA 25.05.675A.

Noise
The project is expected to generate loud noise during demalition, grading and congtruction. These

impacts would be especidly adverse in the early morning, in the evening, and on weekends. The
surrounding properties to the north and east are developed with single family homes and multifamily uses
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and will be impacted by construction noise. Pursuant to SEPA authority, the applicant shal be required
to limit periods of congtruction to between the hours of 7:30 am. and 6:00 p.m. during nor-holiday
weekdays. This condition may be modified by DPD to adlow work of an emergency nature or alow
low noise interior work after the exterior of the structure is enclosed. This condition may aso be
modified to permit low noise exterior work (e.g., ingtalation of landscaping) after approva from DPD.

Transportation

Congtruction of the project would involve gpproximatey 2000 cubic yards of grading for the building
foundation and subterranean garage. This congtruction would take place over several weeks or months
and generate gpproximately 200 truck tripsif asingle truck bed and 114 truck tripsif adouble truck
bed were used.

The Street Use Code requires watering streets to suppress dust, on-ste washing of truck tires, removd
of debris, and regulates obstruction of the pedestrian right-of-way. The Code aso requires truck-trailer
or truck semi-trailer used for hauling to use mgjor truck streets and take the most direct route to or from
one of the mgor truck streets to there destination. The Street Use Code regul ations adequately mitigate
most adverse impacts associated with transportation construction impacts.

The vehicle trips generated from the congtruction of the project are not expected to generate a
sgnificant number of vehicle tripsin the pesk hours; therefore, are not expected to have an adverse
impact on traffic conditions or reduce the level of service at nearby intersections. Thus no mitigetion of
congtruction traffic impacts under SEPA is necessary for this project.

Long-term |mpacts

Long-term or use-related impacts are dso anticipated as a result of gpprova of this proposa including:
increased surface water runoff due to grester site coverage by impervious surfaces; increased
drainage/soil hazards; increased bulk and scae on the site; increased traffic in the area and increased
demand for parking; increased demand for public services and utilities, and increased light and glare.

Severa adopted City codes and/or ordinances provide mitigation for some of the identified impacts.
Specificaly these are: the Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code which requires on site
detention of stormwater with provisons for controlled tightline release to an gpproved outlet and may
require additiona design ements to prevent isolated flooding; the City Energy Code which will require
insulation for outside walls and energy efficient windows, and the Land Use Code which controls site
coverage, sethacks, building height and use and contains other development and use regulations to
assure compatible development. Compliance with these gpplicable codes and ordinancesis adequate
to achieve aufficient mitigation of most long term long term impeacts, athough some impacts warrant
further discussion.

Height, Bulk and Scale

The proposed 4-gory project will be located in a Commercid 1 zone with aforty foot height limit (C1-
40). Abutting property is zoned C1-40 and Indudtrid Buffer (1B U/45) with unlimited height for
industria uses and 45 feet for specific uses (e.g. - retal sdlesand sarvice). The Site devation is higher
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than the 1B zoned properties towards the south.  Property to the north, across NW 41% Street is zoned
Lowrise 1 (L-1) and is not fully developed to the zone limits. The development consists of mostly single
family homesthat are 1 to 1 Y2 storiestall. Property to the east is zoned C1-40 but isnot fully
development to the zone limits. The property is developed with a2 story gpartment building.

The SEPA Height, Bulk and Scale Policy (Section 25.06.675.G., SMC) states that “the height, bulk
and scale of devel opment projects should be reasonably compatible with the general character of
development anticipated by the adopted Land Use Polices.. .for the area in which they are
located, and to provide for a reasonable transition between areas of |ess intensive zoning and
more intensive zoning.”  In addition, the SEPA Height, Bulk and Scale Policy satesthat “ (a)

project that is approved pursuant to the Design Review Process shall be presumed to comply
with these Height, Bulk and Scale policies. This presumption may be rebutted only by clear and
convincing evidence that height, bulk and scale impacts documented through environmental
review have not been adequately mitigated.” The proposa was reviewed and approved through the
Design Review process and conforms to the Citywide Design Guiddines.

The proposed project includes design features that mitigate height, bulk and scale impacts on the less
intense L1 zone such as, 12 foot setbacks dong NW 41% Street, articulation and modulation. Design
details, colors and finish materials will aso contribute towards mitigating the perception of height, bulk
and scde in that these dements will bresk down the overdl scae of the building. No further mitigation
of height, bulk and scale impacts is warranted pursuant to SEPA policy (SMC 25.06.675.G.).

Parking

Using the Ingtitute of Trangportation Engineers (I TE), Parking Generation Manua, 2™ edition, the pesk
resdentid parking demand for this project could be as high as 65 parking spaces and the peak
commercia (retail) parking demand could be as high as 2 parking spaces. The proposd includes off-
street parking as calculated pursuant to the Land Use Code for 61 vehicles. This means there could be
aspillover parking demand of 6 vehicles on the sireets which cannot be accommodated in the project’s
parking garage. However, the peak parking demand timesfor residential as compared to retail are at
different times of the day so the spillover parking demand islikely to be 4 vehidesinstead of 6 vehicles.
Additiondly, ITE dataistypicaly collected in suburban locations with little or no accessto trandt, 0it’s
likely that demand will be lessin an urban location with access to trangit.

Thisgteis served regularly by trangt; METRO routes 28 and 46 operate dong Leary Way NW. Route
28 travels from the neighborhoods north of the site to downtown at 20 minute headways. Route 46
travels from Bdlard to the University of Washington during the peak hours only. METRO operates
another 13 routes within 1 mile of the subject site according to the METRO website. The routes within
1 mile are routes; 44, 26, 31, 74, 16, 358, 15, 17, 18, 81 and 45. Covered bicycleracks areto be
provided in the parking garage which a'so may decrease parking demand for vehicles.

On-street parking supply that is close to the site is somewnhat limited at this location in that NW 41%
Street is only one block long, and the other surrounding Streets are arterids with limited on- street
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parking. However, the parking spillover that is expected to be accommodated on city streetsis
estimated to be 6 vehidles without adjugting for this urban location, so it isvery likely that any spillover
can be accommodated by the on-street supply. No SEPA conditioning is required to mitigate adverse
parking impacts.

Traffic

The trip generation from the proposed building is not expected to have a Sgnificant adverse impact on
traffic conditions or reduce the level of service a nearby intersections. The project conssts of mostly
resdentia dwdling units which only minimaly contribute towards pesk hour vehicletrips. Using the
Indtitute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manuad, 7th edition for Apartment (LUC
220), a 46 unit apartment would generate 31 PM peak hour vehicletrips. ITE dataistypicaly
collected in suburban locations with little or no access to trangit, so it’s likely that trip generation will be
lessin an urban location with accessto trangt.  Therefore, no mitigation of traffic impacts under SEPA
is necessary for this project.

Other Impacts

The other impacts such as but not limited to, increased ambient noise, and increased demand on public
services and utilities are mitigated by codes and are not sufficiently adverse to warrant further mitigetion
by condition.

DECISION - SEPA

This decison was made after review by the responsible officid on behdf of the lead agency of a
completed environmenta checklist and other information on file with the responsible department. This
condtitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration isto satisfy the
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), including the requirement to inform
the public agency decisions pursuant to SEPA.

[X]  Determination of Nor+Significance. This proposal has been determined to not have a Sgnificant
adverse impact upon the environment. An EISis not required under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.

[ ] Deeminaion of Significance. Thisproposa has or may have a sgnificant adverse impact upon
the environment. An EISisrequired under RCW 43.21C.030 2c.

CONDITIONS - DESIGN REVIEW
Prior to Issuance of Master Use Permit

Revise the MUP drawings to document compliance with the following;

1. Toimprove the qudity of open space, the roof deck open space shdl provide at least 2 inch
caliper treesfor al the trees proposed (8 trees) or provide at least two-4 inch caiper gpecimen
typetreesand 1 ¥z cdliper.

2. To better reinforce the entries, the main pedestrian entrance and the live-work entries must be
improved by delineating the entries with a differently textured and colored paving materid.
Explore improving vighility and grander of the main entrance by  using paving, landscaping or
canopy.
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3. Toimprove the architectural concept and finish materids, dl the live-work unit windows should
be duminum. Thisindudesthe 2" leve of the live-work units.

Prior to the Final Certificate of Occupancy
1. Ingdl the features described in numbers 1, 2 and 3 above.

NON-APPEALABLE CONDITIONS - DESIGN REVIEW
Prior to Issuance of the Master Use Permit and Building Permit |ssuance

1. The owner or responsible party shal embed into the updated MUP plans the 11x 17 inch
versgon of the August 9, 2004 colored presentation drawings and embed these into the building
permit .

During condtruction

2. All changes to approved plans with respect to the exterior facade of the building and
landscaping on Site and in the right of way must be reviewed by aLand Use Planner prior to
proceeding with any proposed changes.

Prior to Issuance of Cetificate of Occupancy

3. Compliance with the approved design features and dements, including exterior materids, roof
pitches, facade colors, landscaping and right of way improvements, shal be verified by the DPD
Land Use Planner assigned to this project (Jess Harris- 206-684-7744) or by aLand Use
Planner Supervisor (Cheryl Wadman 206-233-3861). Inspection appointments must be
made at least 3 working days in advance of the ingpection.

CONDITIONS SEPA

Prior to Issuance of Master Use Permit

The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shdl:
During Congtruction

Thefollowing condition(s) to be enforced during congtruction shdl be posted &t the Stein alocation on
the property line that is visble and ble to the public and to construction personnel from the street
right-of-way. If more than one street abuts the Site, conditions shall be posted at each Street. The
conditions will be affixed to placards prepared by DPD. The placards will be issued dong with the
building permit set of plans. The placards shdl be laminated with clear plagtic or other waterproofing
materia and shal remain posted on+Ste for the duration of the congtruction.

1. Thehoursof congtruction activity shdl be limited to non-holiday weekdays between the hours
of 7:30 am. and 6:00 p.m. This condition may be modified by DPD to alow work of an
emergency nature or dlow low noiseinterior work after the exterior of the structure is enclosed.
This condition may aso be modified to permit low noise exterior work (e.g., indalation of
landscaping) after approva from DPD.
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Sgnaure _ (sgnature on file) Date _ December 27, 2004
Jess E. Harris, AICP, Senior Land Use Planner
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